Journal of Science and Medicine in Sport, 21 (1): 103-108 Publisher Elsevier Item record/more information http://hdl.handle.net/10197/9355 Publisher's statement þÿ T h i s i s t h e a u t h o r s v e r s i o n o f a w o r k t h a t Abstract 3 Objectives: The Y Balance Test is one of the most commonly used dynamic balance assessments, providing an 4 insight into the integration of the sensorimotor subsystems. In recent times, there has been an increase in interest 5 surrounding it's use in various clinical populations demonstrating alterations in motor function. Therefore, it is 6 important to examine the effect physiological influences such as fatigue play in dynamic postural control, and 7 establish a timeframe for its recovery.
Introduction 30
Postural control can be defined as the maintenance of the body's centre of gravity within the limits of 31 stability, as defined by the base of support 1 . Dynamic postural control involves the maintenance of 32 balance while transitioning from a dynamic to a static state. It is essential for maintaining one's 33 balance during functional tasks such as running, jumping and landing. To date, the Star Excursion
34
Balance Test (SEBT) has been the most commonly used tool for measuring dynamic postural control 2, Clinically, dynamic measurement is often used to determine if a player is fit to return to sport 45 following injury 5, 6 , as well as an indicator of increased risk of lower limb injury 7, 8 . In the research 46 setting, the effects of lower limb injuries such as chronic ankle instability and anterior cruciate 47 ligament injury on dynamic postural control have been established 3, 9 . The increasing popularity of the 48 YBT as a balance outcome measure means that it is vital to identify biological factors that may 49 influence its accuracy. 
59
It has been demonstrated that dynamic postural control, as measured by the SEBT is influenced by 
Methods

82
Participants consisted of 20 male and female (age 23.75 ± 4.79 years, height 174.12 ± 8.45cm, mass 83 69.32 ± 8.76 kg) university students engaged in competitive sport, aged between 18 and 40.
84
Participants were excluded if they suffered from chronic ankle instability, vestibular or visual 85 impairment, lower limb musculoskeletal injury in the previous 6 months, cardiovascular disease or 86 previous reports of chest pain, any neurological disease, balance disorder or if they were currently 87 taking medication for balance disorders. Participants were also excluded if they answered yes to any 88 question in the PAR-Q 16 or were not taking part in competitive sport. Ethical approval was obtained 89 for the study from the Human Research Ethics Committee of University College Dublin. All 90 participants read the participant information leaflet and provided written consent prior to testing.
91
Participants were required to attend one 90-minute session in a university performance laboratory.
92
Participants were instructed on how to complete the YBT and completed 4 practice trials in each 93 direction, on their dominant limb as per the guidelines previously outlined by Gribble and colleagues 2 .
94
Leg dominance was attained by asking the participant which leg they would kick a ball with 17 .
95
Following the practice trials, participants completed three recorded YBT's in each direction 96 (randomised order) on the dominant stance limb. This was repeated at time points of 0, 10, and 20 97 minutes to provide a pre-fatigue baseline measurement of the individuals dynamic postural control. A 98 10-minute rest period was chosen between YBTs to allow for a standard rest period for the pre-and 99 post-fatigue measurements, and allow for the creation of an intra-session reliability dataset. Following Intraclass correlation coefficients (ICC) (ICC 3, 1) where calculated across the three baseline 136 measurements in order to determine the repeatability of the normalised YBT scores. Standard error of 137 measurement (SEM) is an absolute index of reliability and was calculated in order to assess the degree 138 of variation between the repeated measures. SEM was calculated using the formula:
Where SD represents the standard deviation of the test score, and the ICC was the reliability 141 coefficient used.
142
In order to investigate the effect of maximal anaerobic fatigue on dynamic postural control, a repeated allows us to be sure that any deviation from that baseline is as a result of the fatiguing intervention,
182
and not a consequence of natural biological variation.
183
The results presented in this study demonstrate that the modified Wingate protocol employed in this 184 study physiologically stressed the participants with heart rates of 184 ± 9, similar to those reported by
185
Whyte and colleagues 11 . The extended Wingate protocol was utilised as it provided a means to ensure 186 that participants were maximally fatigued 14 . The post-hoc t-test analysis results suggest that the 187 anaerobic fatigue intervention had a significant impact on postural control when reaching in all three 188 reach directions (table 1) .
189
The traditional Wingate test produces both central and peripheral fatigue, with central fatigue being our study. Additionally, the method of assessment utilised in our study offers a more dynamic 219 movement than the Biodex Balance System, which may serve to more comprehensively challenge the 
